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REMARKS 

After entering the above amendments, claims 1-6, 8-16, and 20-22 will be pending. 
Reconsideration and allowance of the current application are requested in light of the above-marked 
amendments and the foregoing remarks. 

Summary of Rejections. The Office has rejected claims 1, 4-5, and 12-14 under 35 U.S.C. 
§102(e) as allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Publication No. 2003/000941 8A1 by Green et aL 
(hereinafter "Green"); claim 20 under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
No. 6,684,088B1 to Halahmi et aL (Halahmi); claims 2, 6, and 15 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentably obvious over Green in view of U.S. Publication No. 2008/01 33263A1 by Callan 
et aL ("Callan"); and claims 3, 8-9, and 16 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being unpatentably 
obvious over Green in view of Halahmi. 

Summary of Amendments. With this amendment, claim 20 has been amended, and new 
claims 21 and 22 have been added. The amendments and new claims are fully supported by the 
original specification. Claim 20 recites some new elements similar to those found in previously 
presented claims 1 and 14. New claims 21 and 22 recite elements that find support at least at 
\ [0021] and ^[0023], respectively, of the original specification. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §102 

Claims 1, 4-5, and 12-14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as allegedly being anticipated 
by Green and claim 20 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) as allegedly being anticipated by 
Halahmi. These rejections are respectfully traversed. To present a valid anticipation rejection under 
35 U.S.C. §102, the Office must identify a single prior art reference in which "each and every 
element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described." MPEP §2131 
quoting Verdegaal Bros, p. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. 
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Cir. 1987). The rejections over Green and Halahmi fail to satisfy this burden with regards to the 
currently pending claims. 

Per the abstract, Green discloses providing information about a prospective borrower 
and/ or co-borrower and features a system that includes a central server that receives requests for 
personal information relating to a proposed borrower. This central server parses out similar 
requests related to that borrower to information sources. Information corresponding to the 
respective requests is retrieved from the information sources and compiled into a report format and 
forwarded to the requested party. As shown in FIG. 1 and discussed in ^[0018] to ^[[0020], a 
borrower 101 visits one of a plurality of agents 102. The agent 102 obtains identification 
information 110 from the borrower 101, and communicates a completed set of information to a 
central server 103 via a formatted electronic message 111. The central server 103 parses the 
information received in the formatted electronic message 111, formats (in step 202 of FIG. 2) other 
electronic messages 112, 113, 114 according to the requirements of the different information 
sources, and transmits (in steps 203, 204, 205) the properly formatted other messages 112, 113, 114 
to the associated information sources. 

As a first point, Applicant respectfully notes that the Office's statement of rejection does not 
specify an alleged correlation between elements disclosed by Green and the specific features of the 
limitations of the rejected claims. The Undersigned attempted to contact Examiner Burgess prior to 
filing this response to discuss this issue and to clarify the basis of the rejections. However, 
Examiner Burgess refused the request for an interview. Applicant was therefore forced to decipher 
the intended basis of the pending rejection of the claims over Green. If the surmised rationale for 
the Office's rejections of the pending claims is not consistent with what was intended, Applicant 
would gready appreciate being granted the opportunity to discuss this matter with Examiner Burgess 
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by phone so that a proper response can be prepared. 

The subject matter sought to be protected in 1, 4-5, and 12-14 is directed to communication 
between a central message exchange server and heterogeneous external data sources, which are 
external relative to the central message exchange server and which communicate using a native 
format that is not compliant with the extensible markup language protocol executed on the central 
message exchange server. More specifically, claim 1 covers an adapter engine including an inbound 
adapter that: 

• is instantiated upon receipt at the central message server from one or more 
heterogeneous external data sources of data comprising a data format that is native 
to the heterogeneous external data source and not compliant with one or more 
extensible markup language protocols used by the central message exchange server, 

• generates a message that comprises at least part of the data and that conforms to the 
one or more extensible markup language protocols used by the central message 
server, 

• persists a message identifier that designates the message and that is used to re-send 
the message in case of delivery failure, 

• passes the message to the central message exchange server, and 

• receives, from the central message exchange server, a confirmation acknowledgment 
that informs the inbound adapter that the message has been received by the central 
message exchange server. 

With respect to the first limitation of claim 1 stated above, the Office has asserted that 
^j[0020] and ^[[0023] of Green disclose these features. Applicant notes that ^[[0020] discusses a 
"central sever 103" that "parses the information received in the formatted electronic message 111 
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from the mortgage broker agent 102, and then formats other electronic messages 112, 113, 114 
according to the requirements of the different information sources 105, 106, 107 and 108 in step 
202. The central server 103 then transmits the properly formatted other messages 112, 113 and 114 
to the associated information sources in steps 203, 204 and 205." % [0023] discusses an "Infoserver 
128" through which a formatted electronic message 112' is provided to the IRS computer 107 and 
which then receives information on file pertaining to the borrower and communicates this 
information to the central server 103. It is not at all clear which, if any, of these features the Office 
has intended to equate with the first limitation of claim 1. Applicant assumes that the Office has 
intended to equate the IRS or Social Security Administration computers with the external sources of 
data as recited in claim 1. However, Green neither discloses nor fairly suggests that either the 
central sever 103 or the Infoserver 128 receives data that comprises a data format native to one of 
these heterogeneous external data source and not compliant with an extensible markup language 
protocol (or for that matter any protocol) used by either the central server 103 or the Infoserver 128. 

While ^[0020] does discuss reformatting of information for communication to the central 
server 1 03 via a formatted electronic message, this detail is directed to an activity performed by the 
agent 102, not by the central server 103. Even if the agent 102 could reasonably be construed as an 
external data source, the reformatting is clearly performed prior to the information being 
communicated to the central server 103, not upon receipt of data at a central exchange server as 
required by claim 1. In fact, all of the communications disclosed by Green between the Infoserver 
128 or the central server 103 and the "different information sources" 105-108 involve the sending of 
a formatted message from the Infoserver 128 or central server 103 to the different information 
sources and the receipt by Infoserver 128 or central server 103 of financial data or other metrics of 
creditworthiness that is incorporated into a report. Green never discusses or suggests that an 
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inbound adapter must (or even could) be instantiated to handle receipt of a message that does not 
match the protocol of the central message server. 

The Office has pointed to 1f[0023] and also to ^[[0024] as allegedly disclosing the second 
limitation of claim 1. Applicant again respectfully disputes this allegation. The instantly claimed 
subject matter includes receiving an incoming message from an external data source at a central 
message server in a data format that is not compatible with the central message and generating a new 
message that conforms to an extensible markup language protocol used by the central message 
server. The disclosure of Green identified by the Office instead deals with the Infoserver 128 
sending formatted messages to different information sources such as the Social Security 
Administration computers or to the computer systems of one or more banks. Nowhere in the cited 
passages or for that matter in any part of the Green disclosure is a mention made of generating a 
message comprising at least part of the data received from an external data source in a non- 
compliant data format wherein the message conforms to the one or more extensible markup 
language protocols used by the central message server. As such, Green also clearly fails to disclose 
this aspect of claim 1. 

With regards to the third element of claim 1 restated above, the Office has alleged that 
^j[0025] and ^([0026] of Green disclose persisting a message identifier that designates the message 
generated in the second limitation discussed above. Again, because the Office has provided no 
explanation of how the disclosed features of Green allegedly correspond to the claimed elements, 
Applicant is left to guess at the intended substance of the rejection. In one possible interpretation 
of the Office's intent with this rejection, it appears that the Office has intended to equate Green's 
"confirmation codes" that are provided by the financial information sources to allow later 
verification of the provided information with the financial information source. Applicant 
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respectfully submits that the confirmation codes discussed in *[[[0025] and ^[[0026] cannot reasonably 
be construed as equivalent to the message identifiers recited in claim 1. Firstly, the "message" 
referred to in the third limitation of claim 1 restated above is the message generated by the inbound 
adapter in the second limitation to conform to the extensible markup language protocol of the 
central message server. The confirmation codes of Green are provided by the financial information 
sources (which as noted above can only be construed as analogous to the external data source 
instandy claimed) and thus cannot be reasonably construed as message identifiers persisted by the 
inbound adapter. Furthermore, as Green clearly states in ^|[0026], the confirmation codes are not 
used to re-send the message in case of delivery error but are rather for verification of the 
information provided. In a second possible interpretation of the rejection, Applicant notes that the 
Office could have intended to assert that the "identifying information 110" disclosed in U[0025] 
corresponds to the message identifier. Again, this interpretation is not consistent with the disclosure 
of Green. As clearly stated in ^[[0019] of Green, "the identification information 110 obtained by the 
agent 102 from the borrower 101 includes information that the financial information sources 105, 
106, 107 and 108 require to identify their records that are associated with the borrower 101." This 
identification information is neither persisted by an inbound adapter to designate a message that is 
generated to conform to the protocol of a central message server nor is it used for resending the 
message in case of a delivery failure. 

Finally, the Office has alleged that the final limitation of claim 1 is disclosed by Green at 
^[[0026] to ^[[0028]. These paragraphs deal with the confirmation code that is discussed above. 
Applicant assumes that the Office intends to allege that this confirmation code equates to the 
confirmation acknowledgment passed from the central message server to the inbound adapter to 
inform the inbound adapter that the central message server has received the message. Again, 
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Applicant must respectfully dispute the Office's apparent grounds for rejection. As noted above, 
the confirmation code is sent from one of the financial information sources to the central server, not 
from a central message server to an inbound adapter. Also, the confirmation code of Green does 
not confirm receipt of a message but rather provides a means for a lender (see end of ^[[0028]) to 
later verify or reconfirm the received financial information with the financial information source. As 
such, the confirmation code of Green cannot properly be alleged to anticipate the confirmation 
acknowledgment of the instandy claimed subject matter because they clearly perform different 
functions and are sent between computing blocks that are not analogous. 

For at least these reasons, favorable action is requested for claim 1 as well as all claims that 
depend therefrom. 

Claim 14 recites a method that includes the following features: 

• A central server receives data from one or more heterogeneous external data sources 
that comprises a data format that is native to the heterogeneous external data source 
and not compliant with one or more extensible markup language protocols used by 
the cientral message exchange server. 

• An inbound adapter that is instantiated based on the data format used by the one or 
more external data sources generates a message that conforms to the one or more 
extensible markup language protocols used by the central message server and that 
comprises at least part of the data. The inbound adapter also persists a message 
identifier that designates the message and that is used for re-sending the message in 
case of delivery failure. 

• The message is passed to the central message exchange server through the inbound 
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adapter. 

• A confirmation acknowledgment is processed upon receipt of the message by the 
central message exchange server to prevent the message from being resent. 
For similar reasons to those discussed above for claim 1, Applicant respectfully submits that 
Green fails to properly anticipate any of the explicit limitations of claim 14. Favorable action is 
therefore requested for this claim as well as all claims that depend therefrom. 

Claim 20 has been amended to recite some of the elements of claims 1 and 14 that are 
discussed above and that are neither disclosed nor fairly suggested by Halahmi or Green. Favorable 
action is requested. 

New claims 21 and 22 have been added to depend from claim 1 and recite additional 
features of an exchange infrastructure that comprises the central message exchange server and the 
adapter engine. These claims should be allowable at least for the reasons discussed above for claim 
1 from which they depend. The newly added limitations of these claims are also believed to further 
distinguish over any of the art currently of record in this application. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 2, 3, 6, 8-9, 15, and 16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentably obvious over Green in view of either Callan or Halahmi. This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. For a proper rejection under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a), the Office "bears the initial burden of 
factually supporting any prima facie conclusion of obviousness" and must therefore present "a clear 
articulation of the reason (s) why the claimed invention would have been obvious." MPEP §2142. 
An obviousness rejection "cannot be sustained by mere conclusory statements; instead, there must 
be some articulated reasoning with some rational underpinning to support the legal conclusion of 
obviousness." MPEP §2141 quoting KSR International Co, v. Teleflex Inc., 82 USPQ2d 1386, 1385 
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(2007). This rationale must include a showing that all of the claimed elements were known in the 
prior art and that one skilled in the art could have combined the elements as claimed by known 
methods with no change in their respective functions, to produce a combination yielding nothing 
more than predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art. KSR, 82 USPQ2d at 1395. MPEP 
§2141.02 further notes that "a prior art reference must be considered in its entirety, i.e., as a whole , 
including portions that would lead away from the claimed invention. HF.jL Gore <& Associates, Inc. v. 
Garlock, Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 220 USPQ 303 (Fed. Or. 1983), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 851 (1984). The 
rejections over Green in view of Callan or Halahmi fail to satisfy this burden with regards to the 
currendy pending claims. 

As noted above in regards to claims 1 and 14, Green fails to disclose or even to fairly suggest 
the limitations of the independent claims from which claims 2, 3, 6, 8-9, 15, and 16 depend. Neither 
Callan nor Halahmi include disclosure or suggestions that could properly be alleged to have 
provided a reason why one of skill in the art would have found the instantly claimed subject matter 
obvious at the time it was conceived by the Applicant. Withdrawal of the rejections of claims 2, 3, 6, 
8-9, 15, and 16 is therefore respectfully requested. 

For at least these reasons, withdrawal of the pending rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) is 
respectfully requested. 
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CONCLUSION 



On the basis of the foregoing amendments, the pending claims are in condition for 
allowance. It is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed in this paper. However, 
failure to address a specific rejection, issue or comment, does not signify agreement with or 
concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above are 
not intended to be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or 
other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as an 
intent to concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated in this paper. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional claim fees and any 
additional fees that may be due, or credit any overpayment of same, to Deposit Account 
No. 50-0311, Reference No. 34874-064/ 2003P00268US. If there are any questions regarding this 
reply, the Examiner is encouraged to contact the undersigned at the telephone number provided 
below. 



Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and Popeo, P.C. 
3580 Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 300 
San Diego, CA 92130 
Customer No. 64280 

Tel.: 858/314-1559 
Fax: 858/314-1501 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: December 29. 2008 
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